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ABSTRACT
Wittrock, Zachary, R. M.A., Purdue University, August 2014. Dismantling the Great
Wall of Prejudice: A Look at Centrality and Issue Importance in the Perpetuation of
Influence and Prejudice Reduction. Major Professor: Torsten Reimer
This study sought to utilize social network analysis to better understand how prejudice
reduction can be spread from one person to another via interpersonal influence. Different
types of prejudice reducing interventions were combined into one intervention. The role
of centrality in the spread and perpetuation of influence was examined by measuring
prejudice reduction in socially connected individuals who did not undergo the direct
intervention. To further understand the role of centrality in prejudice reduction, the
concept of issue importance was included to understand the differential impact that
centrality has on interpersonal influence. Study 1 examined the effectiveness of the
intervention, while Study 2 examined how issue importance may complement centrality
to further understand influence in the context of prejudice reduction.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction
Social network analysis has yielded a plethora of new knowledge since its conception in
the early 20th century. Its power of prediction is well documented as well as its ability to
be used for positive changes in society (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). How influence
varies as a function of social network structures is of particular interest when examining a
specific problem that still continues to linger in an age that is thought to be progressive:
prejudice. African-Americans still continue to be discriminated against (albeit in less
obvious ways, see Bertrand & Mullainathan 2004). But this is a problem that has been
studied extensively over the past two decades. The reduction in state funding for Purdue
University has led to an alternative means of raising revenue to support existing
programs: enrolling foreign students for the exorbitant costs that can be extracted from
them in the form of higher tuition. The majority of these foreign students on the Purdue
campus are Asian and, as often happens when a rapid shift from the status quo occurs,
Asian students have had a mixed reception which makes examining the sentiments they
encounter a pressing issue which needs attention (Lin, Kwon, Cheung, & Fiske, 2005).

This paper seeks to better our understanding of how an intervention can be used to reduce
prejudice towards Asian students in a social network. Many different methods have been
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employed to try and reduce prejudice, from increasing social contact with out-groups
(Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008; Lowery, Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001; Page-Gould, Mendes, &
Major, 2010; Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp 2008; Rudman, Ashmore, & Gary,
2001), to blurring in-group out-group lines (Gabarrot & Mugny, 2009; Gulker &
Monteith, in press; Page-Gould, Alegre, Mendoza-Denton, & Siy, 2010; Woodcock &
Monteith, 2012), and increasing empathy for the out-group (Backstrom & Bjorklund,
2007; Ensari, Christian, Kuriyama, & Miller, 2012; Gutsell & Inzlicht, 2010; Inzlicht,
Gutsell, & Legault, 2012; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Shih, Stotzer, & Gutierrez, 2013;
Shih, Wang, Trahan Bucher, & Stotzer, 2009; Stephan & Finlay, 1999; Vescio, Sechrist,
& Paolucci, 2003; Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009; Vorauer & Sasaki, 2012). However, all of
these studies have been limited in scope to just reducing prejudice for participants one at
a time. Intervention strategies that seek to enact lasting change in society need to take
things a step further. This project seeks to provide a starting point to explore under
which conditions an intervention will be contagious and spread through a social network.

In order to do this, we turn to social network analysis and structural positions. To
understand how an intervention can be spread beyond just an individual, one has to
understand which structural positions and individuals influence opinions on issues of
moral worth such as prejudice. Degree centrality is one structural position that has been
tied to successful interpersonal influence (e.g., Paluck & Shepherd, 2012). Degree
centrality can be defined as the number of ties an individual has to other individuals in a
network in proportion to the total possible number of ties an individual can have with all
other individuals within a network. Several studies have found that individuals who are
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highly central within their networks have unique benefits conferred upon them that
increase their interpersonal influence and/or their likelihood of being promoted
(Balkundi, Kinduff, & Harrison, 2011; Brass, 1984; Friedkin, 1993; Ibarra & Andrews,
1993; Kameda & Takezawa, 1997; Li, Zhang, & Huang, 2013; Paluck & Shepherd, 2012;
Sparrowe & Liden, 2005; Stolte, 1978). However, there has also been some evidence
that centrality does not always lead to interpersonal influence, and in some cases, makes
the individual who is highly central even more susceptible to influence than other
individuals within the network (Balkundi, Kilduff, & Harrison, 2011; Lee, Cotte, &
Noseworthy, 2010; Paluck & Shepherd, 2012; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010).
Centrality has been linked to greater influence as well as to greater susceptibility to be
influenced by others. The result that highly central people can be more susceptible to
influence at times may be counter-intuitive. One explanation is based on the idea that
individuals who are highly central within their networks get there by building consensus
and bridging different individuals together. Someone who builds consensus must be
open to influence if they are to remain in their advantageous position (Lee, Cotte, &
Noseworthy, 2010). The findings regarding the impact of centrality on social influence
are inconsistent. However, similar effects have been observed in a different research
tradition that has also identified a potential moderator for the differential effects. Studies
on interpersonal influence at the dyadic level in close relationships suggested that social
influence processes depend on the importance of an issue. In close relationships, issue
importance has been linked with less susceptibility to influence (Johnson, 1994; Johnson
& Eagly, 1989; Johnson & Eagly, 1990; Petty & Cacioppo, 1990; Zuwerink & Devine,
1996), behavior modifications to enact change in a dyadic partner (Davis & Rusbult,

4
2001; Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Orina, Simpson, Ickes, Asada, & Fitzpatrick, 2008;
Sagrestano & Christensen, 1998), and to attitude alignment (Davis & Rusbult, 2001;
Orina, Simpson, Ickes, Asada, & Fitzpatrick, 2008). That is, as an issue becomes more
important to an individual, they are more likely to try to influence others while being less
susceptible to influence from others. The converse holds true when an issue is less
important to an individual. The current project sought to explore if issue importance may
moderate the effect of centrality and can explain why centrality is sometimes linked to
greater influence and other times linked to greater susceptibility to influence. For a
succinct representation of the model that the general overview has set up between
centrality, issue importance, and influence, see Figure 1.

To summarize, this study seeks to utilize social network theory as well as research on
interpersonal influence to better our understanding of how the reduction of prejudice may
spread or not spread throughout a network based on an individual’s position within a
network and how important the issue is to the individual.

The following sections are broken into three distinct components. The first section
reviews literature on interventions to reduce prejudice with the goal to combine multiple
interventions into an effective cocktail that reduces participants’ prejudice towards the
Asian student population on campus. Following an examination of the prejudice and
stereotyping literature, we will bring the element of social network analysis in to examine
how certain structural players have been linked to increased influence. Once the value of
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social network analysis has been established, the role of perceived importance of the
issue will be discussed.

1.2 Three Methods to Reduce Prejudice
Engaging in prejudiced behavior is seen by most to be a-priori wrong. It is no surprise
then that many research institutions have allowed social scientists to administer
interventions that seek to reduce this type of behavior. Many different methods have
been employed to combat stereotyping and prejudiced behavior. Three areas of prejudice
reduction are particularly salient in current empirical research. These three distinct areas
have been shown to be effective when administered separately and can potentially be
combined to become even more effective in conjunction with each other. They are:
Blurring in-group out-group boundaries, increasing empathy, and increasing positive
social contact with an out-group member.

1.2.1 Blurring Ingroup-Outgroup Boundaries
Prejudice has been seen as a function of attempting to protect one’s in-group from
outsiders (Gabarrot, 2009). The desire to see one’s group survive can lead to mistrust
towards outside groups that may be vying for the same resources so the default is a state
of enmity between in-group members and out-group members. The distinction between
in-group members and out-group members can align along psychological or demographic
traits. Recent research has built on this notion to defuse prejudice by blurring in-group
and out-group boundaries by making psychological similarities more salient to decrease
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the salience of demographic dissimilarities. The intervention is based on the idea that if
the distinction between groups becomes less salient there will be a reduction in prejudice.

Woodcock and Monteith (2012) put this to use when they had participants sorted into a
group with four African-Americans and one Caucasian who purportedly had the same
cognitive processing style (top-down or bottom-up). These pooled participants were
ostensibly to perform against other teams on tasks and how they performed as a collective
would lead to rewards. While African-Americans were seen as the typical out-group,
they had been made a part of the participant’s in-group in that they processed information
the same way as the participant. By blurring the in-group out-group distinction,
Woodcock and Monteith were able to reduce participant scores of implicit prejudice via
this manipulation. Gulker and Monteith (in press) observed similar results with a subtle
manipulation that involved participants imagining that they were adopting an Asian baby.
The training consisted of participants having to screen their baby from other babies.
They further found that the perceived overlap between the self and the out-group served
as the mediator in their experiment which led to reduced scores of explicit prejudice.
Page-Gould, Aledgre, Mendoza-Denton, and Siy (2010) showed that this blurring of ingroup out-group lines is a fairly robust process when they had participants think of a
cross-cultural friend during an intergroup interaction. These intergroup interactions were
more successful in situations where participants identified with their cross-cultural
friend’s ethnicity (a blurred in-group out-group boundary). Hall, Crisp, and Suen (2009)
had perhaps the simplest manipulation in that they had participants list characteristics that
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their in-group and a target out-group would have in common. This led to significantly
reduced levels of implicit bias for the participants.

1.2.2 Increasing Empathy
Empathy has also been shown to be effective at reducing prejudice (Backstrom &
Bjorklund, 2007). Stephan and Finlay (1999) focused on cognitive empathy which
primarily consists of taking the perspective of another person. That is, to feel as others
do rather than to merely sympathize with them. Perspective taking is the most common
way to invoke empathy, and has been shown to lead to increased liking towards outgroup members as well as reduced prejudiced and discriminatory behavior (Ensari,
Christian, Kuriyama, & Miller, 2012; Shih, Wang, Trahan Bucher, & Stotzer, 2009).

There are two common ways to invoke empathy via the perspective taking route:
watching videos and reading vignettes. Vescio, Sechrist, and Paolucci (2003) had
participants watch a video of an African-American talking about being a member of a
stigmatized group in two different conditions. In one condition, participants were
instructed to try to understand things from his perspective while the other condition
consisted of participants being instructed to try to remain objective while viewing the
video. Shih, Stotzer, and Gutierrez (2013) also did something similar with an empathy
and control condition except participants watched a scene from a movie (The Joy Lucky
Club) where an Asian-American was talking about her experience trying to balance both
identities. In both experiments, the participants in the perspective-taking condition were
found to have reduced levels of prejudice in comparison to the control condition. Rather
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than having participants watch a video and try to take the perspective of the characters,
Stephan and Finlay (1999) had participants read vignettes that included instances of
African-Americans encountering prejudice. These vignettes also contained reports of
victims’ feelings of anger, annoyance, hostility, discomfort, or disgust as a result of the
discriminatory acts to make it easier for the perspective takers to envision what the outgroup member felt. What they found was very encouraging: participants had a sustained
reduction in prejudice that still existed when they were measured again two weeks later.

1.2.3 Increasing Positive Social Contact
Additionally, previous social contact with out-group members has been linked to reduced
anxiety during intergroup interactions as well as reduced levels of prejudice and
discriminatory actions (Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008; Page-Gould, Mendes & Major, 2010).
But what about those who may be high in prejudice and who have not had the
opportunity for positive social contact with out-group members?

Rudman, Ashmore, and Gary (2001) explored this question by comparing three groups of
participants. They had volunteers take a class that focused on fostering respect for
diversity with an African-American professor, take a class with an unrelated focus with
the same African-American professor, or take an unrelated class with a Caucasian
professor. The authors found that mere exposure to an out-group member (in this case,
the African-American professor) would not lead to lower levels on the Implicit
Association Task (IAT) (for information on the IAT, see Devine, 2001). However,
participants who took the race-related course did have reduced IAT scores. This study
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shows that mere exposure to a distinguished out-group member does not necessarily
translate into success. When there is no direct one-on-one contact (the professor led a
large lecture in the control condition, which precluded up close and personal encounters)
there needs to be some cultural component to make the intervention successful. It is also
unclear if exposure to the out-group member accounted for some of the reduction in IAT
scores or if the course content accounted for most of the variance in reduced IAT scores.
Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, and Tropp (2008) induced cross-group friendships
between Latino and Caucasian participants by having them talk with each other several
times over the course of a semester. They found that increased IAT scores correlated
strongly with elevated cortisol levels during the first interaction. Furthermore, continued
contact over time led to a reduction in cortisol levels. Exposure to out-group members
can reduce anxiety over time, which can eventually translate into reduced scores on the
IAT. Lowery, Hardin, and Sinclair (2001) found that having the experimenter be a
member of the stigmatized out-group in question led to reduced participant IAT scores in
comparison to controls who had an experimenter who was a part of their demographic ingroup, suggesting that the mere presence of an out-group experimenter can lead to at least
temporary reductions in implicit prejudice.

1.2.4 Combination of Interventions
Both increasing empathy and positive social contact can make for effective interventions
when they are done independently of each other, but what happens when an experiment
tries to combine them both into one intervention? Research looking into the intersection
between the empathy-inducing literature and the social-contact literature revealed that the
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effects of those two interventions do not just sum up when used in combination.
Specifically, recent research has found that if they are not blended carefully, an
ineffective intervention can result if anxiety is not reduced for the participants (Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2008). Vorauer and Sasaki (2009) also found this result when they had
participants try to take the perspective of an out-group member while watching a
documentary. They found that highly prejudiced participants were likely to see
themselves as being judged by an out-group member during a subsequent intergroup
interaction, which led to a complete cancellation of the positive impact of empathy and
social contact.

Vorauer and Sasaki (2012) revisited this issue and found different results. They found
that it is possible to invoke both empathy as well as social contact in a way such that they
would not cancel each other out. The missing element was an implicit call for help.
Participants received correspondence from an out-group member who was supposedly in
the next room that listed incredible hardship or very little hardship. Implicit in the
incredible hardship condition was the expression of a need for support. Both highprejudice and low-prejudiced participants were triggered to convey positive signals of
support in the high hardship condition. This was likely triggered by a bottom-up process
where participants attended to individuating information about the out-group member and
sought to help vs. a top-down process where the participant merely seeks to appear to be
non-prejudiced.
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While each intervention strategy has been linked with reductions in prejudice for
participants, it is important for our study that our intervention is effective to the extent
that an effect size of considerable magnitude be observed. The reason for this stipulation
is that the effect needs to be large enough so we may observe a transference of the
intervention from one individual to another. For these reasons, we seek to combine these
three distinct intervention fields into one potent intervention that will be administered to
participants. The fact that we seek to observe the transference of the effect from one
participant to another as well as the potential issues with using IATs to measure prejudice
(Brendl, Markman, & Messner, 2001; Dasgupta and Greenwald, 2001; Devine, 2001)
leads us to assess explicit prejudice using the scale developed in Lin, Kwan, Cheung, and
Fiske’s 2005 study. In their 2005 study, the authors ran a series of experiments
illustrating how their newly developed scale had good validity as well as good
correlations with previously existing scales. Additionally, their scale is split into two
distinct categories which will enable us to attain a more fine-grained understanding of
stereotyping and prejudice behavior: competence based prejudice and sociability based
prejudice. Competence based prejudice seeks to examine attitudes towards Asians along
the axis of them seeking to extend their power and dominance while sociability based
prejudice seeks to examine attitudes towards Asians along the axis of them behaving
awkwardly in social situations. These two distinct scales can be combined to return an
overall level of prejudice for participants.

The current project sought to integrate all three described interventions. It was expected
that participants who receive the combined intervention will see a reduction in their
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explicit levels of prejudice right after the intervention (Hypothesis 1) as well as after 1 to
2 weeks (Hypothesis 2), while participants who do not receive the intervention will
remain the same to their baseline and will consequently have higher levels of prejudice.

Hypothesis 1—Effectiveness of intervention: Participants who undergo the intervention
will have lower prejudice scores right after the intervention compared to participants
who do not receive an intervention.

Additionally, Stephan and Finlay (1999) found that participants that had been
administered only a perspective taking exercise still had significant reductions in
prejudice two weeks later when they were measured. As our intervention seeks to do this
in conjunction with other prejudice reducing interventions, we also expected to observe
measurable effects over time.

Hypothesis 2—Persistence of intervention: Participants who undergo the intervention
will have lower prejudice scores after 1 and 2 weeks compared to participants who do
not receive an intervention.

The current project has the goal to engineer an intervention that could be successfully
transmitted from one person to another and, thus, to understand what types of individuals
within a network are more likely to be successful at perpetuating the intervention through
interpersonal influence. One measure that has consistently been linked with influence is
the concept of centrality. There are many different types of centrality, but for the

13
purposes of this paper, the measure of centrality that we use is normalized degree
centrality.

1.3 Social Network Analysis and Influence: The Role of Degree Centrality
Degree centrality can be defined as the number of ties a node has with other nodes within
a network in proportion to the possible number of ties a node can have in the network
(Wasserman & Faust, 1994).

Before linking centrality to influence, an important methodological issue will be
discussed first: how to operationalize the network such that meaningful data can be
obtained.

1.3.1 Measuring a Social Network
As this study will only be bringing in dyads, it will be impossible to fully map out a
social network via self-report or direct observation. Coromina, Guia, Coenders, and
Ferligoj (2008) used duocentered networks to study the role of networks within dyads.
Duocentered networks were designed as a tool for social network analysts to use when
they wished to examine the network of two actors who are clearly central to a research
question without intending to fully reproduce the network of interest. The way it works
is that two ego networks (the ego is a participant who is asked to just list people they
associate with without consideration to any additional data) are derived by asking egoi
and egoj (where egoi and egoj represent our dyad of interest) to list who they associate
with (alters) on a dimension of interest (i.e. friendship ties, advice ties, or trust ties, etc)
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while ties between alters are not considered. The two ego networks are combined and
from there the data is then analyzed according to the network property of interest.

As we are interested in degree centrality, we seek to modify their design slightly to make
a more robust social network that would be less susceptible to individual differences in
the classification of friends. While we still use the format of generating two ego
networks and combining them, we limit the total number of nominations for each ego to
ten friends. We then will assess the frequency of interaction in addition to how often egoj
interacts with egoi’s friends and vice-versa. From here we will combine the two ego
networks into one coherent network and calculate degree centrality as:

Σ egoi = [nij(xij)],

Where n equals nominated friends, i and j equals the dyadic partners, and x equals the
strength of the relationship. The actual score will be divided by the total possible score
for the generated network, which provides a measure of degree centrality that is
normalized relative to group size such that comparisons can be made across dyads.
Additionally, to get a relative degree centrality, the mean degree centrality score will be
calculated for each dyad and then the mean will be subtracted from each individual’s
score for each dyad to obtain a normalized measure of relative centrality between
partners of each dyad.
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1.3.2 Centrality and Social Influence
We now turn to an examination of the role of centrality in interpersonal influence to
explore how we may be able to administer an intervention that will reduce explicit
prejudice within a social network. Centrality has long been linked to influence within a
network. Friedkin (1993) found that an actor’s structural centrality in a communication
network strongly contributed to the actor’s social power within that network. This
finding has also been supported using advice and friendship networks (Ibarra & Andrews,
1993; Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). In addition, Brass (1984) found in a longitudinal
analysis that, in addition to exerting greater influence within the network, highly central
players were also more likely to be promoted to a supervisory level.

It is thought that centrality may come about as a result of personality traits; that is, a
person is not necessarily influential because they are central in the network, rather they
are influential because of underlying personality traits that lead them to being both highly
central in a network in addition to them being influential which is a confound (Klein,
Lim, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004). However, centrality also confers benefits upon the actor
that are completely independent of personality traits. Kameda and Takezawa (1997)
looked at centrality with respects to shared vs. unshared information—that is, information
that multiple people know going into an interaction vs. information that only one person
knows going into an interaction. They found that people who were highly central were
much more influential as well as less susceptible to the influence of preference majorities.
The authors posited that this mechanism worked because highly central players were able
to corroborate others’ information as well as have their own information validated more
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often than those who were less cognitively central. Balkundi, Kilduff, and Harrison
(2011) further reinforce the notion that centrality confers unique benefits upon the actor
that are not contingent upon underlying characteristics. They found that people who were
highly central in an organization were seen as having higher charisma which translated
into them being more likely to be listened to which led to greater employee productivity.
Additional analysis in this longitudinal study ascertained that it was not that highly
charismatic people became highly central within the network, but that high centrality
uniquely conferred higher perceptions of charisma on those actors. Centrality confers
benefits upon the individual which is certainly useful to individuals who are highly
central, but could it be possible for us to use centrality to make alterations in how
individuals perceive an issue of moral worth within their network?

Paluck and Shepherd (2012) used centrality in their attempts to curtail harassing behavior
at a small public school. They identified the central players in this school’s network and
targeted an intervention at them to attempt to change collective norms and behaviors in
regards to harassment. As the school year progressed they found that targeting the
central players in the network to change their attitudes towards harassment successfully
led to the rest of the school adapting similar attitudes towards harassment. For a problem
as widespread of stereotyping and prejudice, an intervention that would be successful will
have to be targeted to the most salient players within a network. Paluck and Shepherd
have shown that, at least on a smaller scale, it is possible to target a fraction of a
population for an intervention that can, in turn, influence the other players in the network.
This project studies effects of altering participant perceptions about prejudiced behavior
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towards the Asian population on Purdue’s campus by targeting an individual who may, in
turn, influence their dyadic partner’s explicit prejudice score. The project aims to study
the following two hypotheses that refer to partner effects of the intervention.

Hypothesis 3—Partner effects of intervention: Partners of participants who undergo an
intervention will have lower prejudice scores after 1 and 2 weeks compared to partners
of participants who do not undergo an intervention.

Hypothesis 4—Relative centrality qualifies partner effects: The partner effects described
in Hypothesis 3 are stronger the higher the friendship degree centrality scores are for the
participants as compared to their partners.

Path A
+
Centrality

Influence

Path B
+
Issue importance

+

Figure 1. Hypothesized model of pathways of influence effectiveness by independent
variables
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In Figure 1, this hypothesis is represented by Path A. That is, participants who are highly
central in their network in comparison to their dyadic partner will have a partner who is
more easily influenced than they are. This hypothesis steers clear of assuming that
influence with respects to explicit prejudice will always be in a downward direction. If a
participant is highly central and also more prejudiced than their partner, we would not be
surprised to see increased prejudice in their partner with the converse being true when
they are less prejudiced than their partner.

1.4 Issue Importance
While centrality has consistently been linked to influence, this effect does not always
hold true. While Paluck and Shepherd (2012) were successful in changing the
perceptions with respect to harassment at the school where they rolled out their
intervention, they were unsuccessful in changing personal beliefs of the participants in
regards to harassment at school. In a different study, Venkataramani and Tangirala
(2010) examined centrality’s link to influence as well as voice behaviors. They found
that centrality’s link to influence and vocal behavior was best explained when accounting
for personal influence and task performance. The way they operationalized task
performance in their study has parallels with issue importance in that great task
performance would be possible for most only if it was important to the individual that
they perform well. They found that while centrality alone was linked with more voice
behaviors, that incorporating task performance into their design was the best way to
examine centrality’s relationship with proactive behavior and influence. Lee, Cotte, and
Noseworthy’s (2010) study obtained results that were at direct odds with most of the
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literature surrounding centrality and influence. Contrary to centrality conferring
influential benefits upon the actor, they found that actors who were high in centrality
were more susceptible to influence than those in peripheral positions in the network.
How then do we reconcile some of the inconsistencies in the literature surrounding
centrality?

Research has linked issue importance with differential outcomes. For the intent of this
paper, issue importance is to be defined in a manner consistent with Johnson and Eagly’s
(1989) definition; that is we shall focus on value-relevant involvement which is
characterized as a psychological state that is generated by the activation of attitudes that
are linked to important values. These values are presumed to be aspects of the self that
are especially important and enduring. Issue importance can help illuminate possible
inconsistencies between centrality and influence. In this section we will review literature
that first examines how issue importance has been linked with increased resistance to
persuasive counter-appeals, and then we will examine how behavior changes as a
function of issue importance before finally looking at a few studies that show how
attitudes align in close relationships with respects to issue importance.

Issue importance has been linked with increased resistance to persuasive counter-appeals
(Pomerantz, Chaiken, & Tordesillas, 1995). In a volley that spanned three research
articles it is telling that the only thing that could be agreed upon by the researchers in
question was that issue importance leads to increased resistance that can only be
overcome by cogent argumentation (Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Johnson & Eagly 1990;
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Petty & Cacioppo, 1990). Johnson (1994) further reinforced the connection between
issue importance and resistance when they showed that while issue importance would not
inoculate participants from strong counter-attitudinal messages, it took very precise and
strong argumentation to effect change on the participant’s attitudes. Zuwerink and
Devine (1996) made the connection between issue importance and prejudice when they
brought participants into the lab and measured the importance of their attitude to the self
with respects to the issue of allowing gay people to serve openly in the military. They
found that as this attitude became more important to the self, participant resistance to
counter-attitudinal messages increased.

As issue importance increases, it has also been found that participant behavior will be
differentially impacted in a variety of ways. It has been found that in dyads, that when an
issue is important to one person, they are much more likely to begin a discussion about
the issue with their partner (Christensen & Heavey, 1990; Davis & Rusbult, 2001;
Sagrestano & Christensen, 1998). Additionally, Orina, Simpson, Ickes, Asada and
Fitzpatrick (2008) found that as issue importance increases, the use of logic and
reasoning will increase; this in turn leads to the formation of stronger arguments (Davis
& Rusbult, 2001). In addition to the two previous observations, Davis and Rusbult
(2001) found that participants would exert greater pressure on their partner to change as
well as relying on normative influence rather than informational influence.

Issue importance has also been strongly tied with attitude alignment in dyads, with
attitudes typically aligning with the attitudes of the person to whom the issue is more
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important (Orina, Simpson, Ickes, Asada, & Fitzpatrick, 2008). Davis and Rusbult
(2001) illustrated this when they focused specifically on close relationships in attempting
to understand how attitudes align. They posited that attitude alignment would occur to
the extent that a) the attitude in question was important to one member and b) the
discrepancy between the two participants with respects to the attitude was made salient.
Balance theory assumes that two people will wish to have their attitudes in alignment to
reduce discomfort. The authors had participants to converse with each other about issues
that were of varying importance. They found throughout the course of three experiments
that attitude alignment was much more likely to occur when the attitude was of peripheral
importance to a participant and very central to the other participant.

So in the context of centrality, the concept of issue importance can be introduced to make
sense of Lee, Cotte, and Noseworthy’s findings (higher centrality = greater susceptibility
to influence) that are in direct contradiction to most of the findings with respects to
centrality and influence. One idea is that the issue under consideration by Lee, Cotte, and
Noseworthy’s study was an issue of lesser importance to the participants as it was a
consumer influence study. It could very well be that highly central people are susceptible
to influence on issues that are of little importance to them. Therefore, a link may exist
between issue importance and the effectiveness of central players in transferring their
attitudes towards others. We might expect to see that high centrality leads to influence
only when the issue is important to the actor who is central. Under conditions where the
issue is not important, we expect to see similar results for interpersonal influence for both
highly central and peripheral actors. This leads us to an additional hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 5—Issue importance as a moderator: The partner effect will be qualified by
issue importance. Specifically, partners of participants who are high in degree centrality
and issue importance will have lower prejudice scores as compared to the remaining
conditions.

This hypothesis is represented by Path B in Figure 1. That is, as issue importance
increases, we expect highly central participants (relative to their dyadic partner) to
become more influential on their dyadic partner. On the converse, when the issue is not
important, we expect highly central participants (relative to their dyadic partner) to
become less influential and more susceptible to influence. Again, this effect will be less
pronounced when centrality is low.

Additionally, we have an additional hypothesis that we believe may be connected to
centrality and influence that has been alluded to earlier in this section which will lead to
differential outcomes with respect to altered explicit prejudice scores.

Hypothesis 6—Participants who are high in degree centrality and issue importance will
report engaging in more influence related behavior on their dyadic partner about
prejudice more often than participants who have low degree centrality or issue
importance scores.

One last area where we seek to pose a research question pertains to if there are
differences between Asian participants and non-Asian participants.
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Research Question 1—Are there differences between Asian and non-Asian participants
with respects to levels of prejudice and issue importance?

In sum, this project seeks to implement an intervention that will blend several distinct
types of interventions into one that will be of increased potency. We then examine how
issue importance may complement centrality during the process of attitude alignment
within a dyad to understand how a prejudice reducing intervention may spread.
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CHAPTER 2. STUDY 1

2.1 Method
Two studies were administered to examine the proposed hypotheses, the second one
followed upon a successful run of the first. Before determining how an intervention
could be transferred from one participant to another via social influence, we needed to
make sure that our manipulations were sound and that there would be a reduction in
explicit scores of prejudice towards the Asian student population in our experimental
condition participants. This is what Study 1 examined.

2.1.1 Participants and Design
Communication studies students were recruited for the purpose of this study. Of these
individuals, 36 indicated that they were not Asian and were included in analysis. Of
particular interest was if Hypothesis 1 would be supported. A simple three level design
was invoked to test the hypotheses. Participants were either in a Caucasian-led control
condition where they filled out measures of explicit prejudice, or a Caucasian-led
experimental condition where they received an intervention that consisted of a blurred ingroup out-group manipulation accompanied by a perspective taking task, or an Asian-led
experimental condition that had the previously mentioned manipulations in addition to
social contact with an out-group member. For this study there were four Caucasian
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experimenters (two female, two male), one female Asian experimenter from China, one
female Asian-American experimenter from California, and one female experimenter with
Pacific Islander heritage that was treated as being a non-Asian experimenter for the
purposes of coordinating conditions for participants. The intervention was split into two
experimental conditions to see if we could utilize empathy and positive social contact in
combination. To assess if we were able to effectively join them together, we sought to
examine how the intervention fared without the social contact manipulation.

2.1.3 Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions upon arrival at the
laboratory. The control condition engaged in a filler task that was methodologically
congruent with the experimental condition where they had to list similarities between
college students and college student athletes. They also read vignettes where college
student athletes wrote about the difficulties they encountered as a result of their position
of playing sports in college. Following this, they were thanked for participating and
asked to wait in the hall for the second experimenter to run them through an ostensibly
unrelated study that studied the impact of diversity on campus for the Brian Lamb School
of Communication. The second experimenter who was Caucasian collected the
participants and led them to the other side of the room through a separate entrance. The
lab room could be split in half by a curtain that was drawn shut for the entirety of the
study such that they were two distinct rooms for the participants. Then, they were
administered the explicit prejudice scale for Asians in conjunction with personality scales
and some items from the Asian prejudice scale with the ethnicity of interest being
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changed to African-American and Middle-Eastern students. The latter items served as a
filler to reduce the likelihood that participants would suspect that the two studies were
related. Following this, participants were fully debriefed as to the purpose of the study
and dismissed.

The two experimental conditions only differed with respects to the ethnicity of the
research assistant (RA) who administered the experiment; otherwise they were identical.
Rather than listing similarities between them and professional athletes as is the case in the
control condition, participants were asked to list similar characteristics between White
and Asian students at Purdue University. Following this, they were asked to try to put
themselves in the same mindset as the writer as they read four vignettes that were written
by Asian students from Purdue detailing the hardships that they encountered on the
Purdue campus and elsewhere. After reading these vignettes they underwent the exact
same procedure as the control condition participants, with them waiting in the hall for the
second RA who was Caucasian and being fully debriefed after completing that segment
of the study.

2.1.4 Materials
2.1.4.1 Blurring in-group out-group boundaries
Participants were given as much time as needed to fill out a form in MediaLab that
replicates the design found in Hall, Crisp, and Suen (2009). Participants were asked to
“Think of ten things that White students and Asian students may have in common.”
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2.1.4.2 Vignettes
Participants read four stories that were generated by Asian students on campus (See
Appendix A. Example vignettes generated by Purdue Asian Students). In a similar vein
to Stephan and Finlay (1999), participants were instructed to “Try to imagine how each
writer feels and identify with their feelings and responses to the situation.” These
vignettes contained reports of victims’ feelings of anger, annoyance, hostility, discomfort,
or disgust that were elicited by the situations the writer encountered to aid in the
perspective taking task. Following each story, participants were asked to write 1-2
sentences into the computer describing how the writer felt.

2.1.4.3 Explicit measure of prejudice.
This scale was appropriated from Lin and Kwan (2005) with the one caveat that the scale
assessed attitudes towards “Asian students on campus” rather than “Asian-Americans” in
general. See Appendix B Measure of explicit prejudice modified from Lin and Kwan
(2005) for the exact scale that was used. Of note is that the scale consists of two
subscales: competence and sociability based prejudice. These scales can be combined
for an overall total level of explicit prejudice for each participant.

2.2 Results
A one-way ANOVA was run to analyze the extent to which experimental conditions
where part one was led by an Asian or Caucasian experimenter compared to a control
condition where part one was always administered by a Caucasian on measures of
explicit prejudice. During the course of preliminary analysis, it was found that the
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participants in one of the Asian experimenter’s conditions were returning significantly
higher levels of prejudice than all other conditions. As positive social contact with an
out-group member is still something that is being explored, it was hard to determine
exactly what was happening to return this result but this research assistant’s data was
excluded from the analysis due to the likelihood that her own nervousness in collecting
data for the first time was decreasing the ‘positiveness’ of the interaction for our
participants with an out-group member and causing reactivity in self-reported explicit
prejudice.

Once Asian participants and data obtained from the previously mentioned Asian research
assistant had been excluded from the analysis, the data was cleaned and normalized via
excluding participants from the analysis if their scores were above or below 2.5 standard
deviations from the mean. Following this, a one-way ANOVA was conducted with
planned contrasts that compared both experimental conditions together against the control
condition as well as a planned contrast comparing the experimental conditions against
each other to determine if the ethnicity of the research assistant influenced the derived
scores. Results are broken down for each of the subscales (sociability and competence)
as well as the scale overall. Analysis of variance returned significant results for both
competence based prejudice, F (2, 33) = 3.59, p = 0.04, and the entire scale, F (2, 33) =
3.78, p = 0.03, while the sociability score did not appear to be influenced by the
intervention. Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances on our three variables of interest
found that our assumption had not been violated for the sociability and competence
scales, but that when combined our assumption had been violated, F (2, 33) = 3.84, p =
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0.03. A conservative df was adapted for further analysis pertaining to the total explicit
prejudice scale in our subsequent planned comparisons.

Our planned comparisons showed that the Asian (N = 12) (M = 37.25, SD = 9.16) led
experimental condition had significantly lower competence based prejudice than the
control (N = 15) condition (M = 43.80, SD = 6.18), t(33) = 2.27, p = 0.03, Cohen’s d =
0.84. Additionally, the Caucasian (N = 9) (M = 36.78, SD = 6.92) led experimental
condition had significantly lower competence based prejudice than the control condition
as well t(33) = 2.23, p = 0.03, Cohen’s d = 1.1. The difference between the two
experimental conditions was not significant. Additionally, a significant difference was
found for the total explicit prejudice scale between our Asian (M = 77.08, SD = 14.66)
led experimental condition and the control condition (M = 87.93, SD = 8.82) t (17.16) =
2.26, p = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 0.90. Similar results were observed when comparing the
Caucasian (M = 75.67, SD = 14.25) led experimental condition with the control
condition, t(11.75) = 2.33, p = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 1.03. The comparison between the two
experimental conditions was not significant.

2.3 Discussion
The intervention was found to reduce competence based prejudice while not having much
impact on sociability based prejudice so our first hypothesis that the intervention would
lead to reductions in prejudice has been supported in a qualified sense. This effect was
large enough that it became feasible to execute the second more resource intensive study.
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CHAPTER 3. STUDY 2

3.1 Method
Having established that the intervention appears to be successful, we moved to examine
how the intervention may be spread beyond the participant that comes into the lab to
other individuals. Study 2 examined this by looking at the extent to which centrality,
issue importance, and behavioral influence attempts may predict the extent to which
prejudice scores for pairs of participants may converge over time.

3.1.1 Participants and Design
Participants were recruited through communication studies courses again and instructed
to bring a close friend or romantic partner into the lab with them. The total N for primary
analyses prior to data cleaning for non-Asian participants was 32 at T1 as some
participants opted out of the study such that their data needed to be thrown out otherwise
N would equal 34 for non-Asian participants. After the data for people who opted out of
the study was eliminated from the dataset, we were left with 15 dyads where both
individuals were non-Asian, 13 dyads where both individuals were Asian, and 0 dyads
that were mixed. Two non-Asian participants had their dyadic partner opt out of the
study and were included in analysis that did not require data from their partner to be
conducted. There were many parallels between this study and Study 1. Of particular
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interest for this study was if Hypothesis 1 was supported again as well as Hypotheses 2-6.
A 2 (intervention vs. non-intervention) x 2 (high relative centrality vs. low relative
centrality) x 2 (high issue importance vs. low issue importance) design was implemented
to test the hypotheses. Additionally, the exact same research assistants who were
responsible for conducting Study 1 were retained for Study 2.

3.1.2 Procedure
Participants arrived at the lab in dyads with either a close friend or romantic partner. The
dyads were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions—the experimental condition
in which one person per dyad underwent the intervention condition while the other
underwent the non-intervention condition or the control condition in which both
participants underwent the non-intervention condition. All sorting was done by coin flip.
After the participants were split apart into two separate rooms that each had their own
research assistant (RA), they were asked to fill out the social network analysis form for
both the experimental and control conditions. These forms were then exchanged such
that their partner could fill out part of the form as well without ever seeing the other RA.
Following this, the intervention and non-intervention conditions diverged.

In the intervention condition, the participants received the same intervention that was
outlined in Study 1. In the non-intervention condition, participants received the control
condition from Study 1. Following this, all participants completed the explicit prejudice
and issue importance scales which were mixed in with personality assessment items but
these items were no longer split from the other items as they were in Study 1.
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Participants then filled out online measures of explicit prejudice and issue importance at
T2 (N = 24) (one week from the date of the study) and at T3 (N = 23) (two weeks from
the date of the study) they did the same scales they did at T2 in conjunction with filling
out items pertaining to behavioral influence attempts.

3.1.3 Materials
All materials were the same as those outlined in Study 1 with three additions.

3.1.3.1 Social network mapping
Both participants received a sheet of paper with blanks and were asked to list their ten
closest friends. In addition, they were asked to say how frequently they interact with the
nominated friend. Once they did this, the participants gave their sheet to their RA who
then exchanged their sheets underneath the curtain in an envelope with the other RA
(such that participants in the non-intervention condition would never see the ethnicity of
the researcher if it was an intervention condition that was on the other side of the curtain)
who in turn gave their sheets to the person they came into the lab with. The person was
asked how frequently they interact with their partner’s friends and the form was folded
such that they could only see the names their partner nominated and could not see how
frequently their partner interacted with each name they had nominated. For the material
that the participants were given, see the Appendix C. Social Network Analysis prompt.
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3.1.3.2 Issue importance
This scale was an adaptation of Zuwerink and Devine’s (1996) scale that assessed
attitudes towards gays in the military. The four items read as follows: (a) “My attitude
toward Asian students on campus is very important to me personally,” (b) “I don’t have
very intense feelings about how Asian students are treated on campus,” (c) “I do not care
personally about how Asian students are treated on campus,” and (d) “I am personally
very concerned about how Asian students are treated on campus.” Individuals’ responses
were scored on 6-point disagree-agree scales and added up (after reverse scoring Items 2
and 3).

3.1.3.3 Issue importance related behavioral items
Participants were asked questions that corresponded to the issue importance related
behavioral hypothesis. The questions consisted of 6-point scales with endpoint anchors
of ‘not at all’ and ‘very often’ and were as follows: (a) “How often have you used the
following strategies to change your partner's opinion about Asian students on campus?
Using direct information. Give him/her good and logical reasons why it would be in
his/her best interests to conform to your view.” (b) “How often have you used the
following strategies to change your partner's opinion about Asian students on campus?
Using indirect information. Mention that you had overheard someone saying things that
are similar to your own view.” (c) “How often have you used the following strategies to
change your partner's opinion about Asian students on campus? Using referent power.
Point out that the two of you have much in common, tend to see things eye-to-eye, and
that it is reasonable that he/she would feel the same way.” (d) “How often have you used
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the following strategies to change your partner's opinion about Asian students on
campus? Bringing the topic up.” (e) “How often have you used the following strategies
to change your partner's opinion about Asian students on campus? Using expertise. Tell
him/her that you have good reason to believe that converging on your own feelings would
be in his/her best interest.” (f) “How often have you used the following strategies to
change your partner's opinion about Asian students on campus? Using misleading
information.” (g) “How often have you used the following strategies to change your
partner's opinion about Asian students on campus? Using a third party. Convince a
friend to get him/her to conform to your view.”

3.1.3.4 Dependent measures
All dependent measures were the same as those outlined in Study 1.

3.2 Results
The intervention was found to have an effect again in this study. The effect was not
noted to be permanent but issue importance and influence attempts appeared to account
for some of the variance in the brevity of the intervention’s effect.

This section first examines the extent to which we were able to replicate the same results
that we obtained in Study 1. Following this, the analysis moves to test the hypotheses
and to determine the extent to which different variables explain the variations in the
derived data as a function of interpersonal influence. Lastly, our research question
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regarding the difference between Asians and non-Asians will be touched upon with some
cursory examinations.

3.2.1 Effectiveness of the intervention
A large enough sample size was not obtained to include participants from the Caucasian
experimental condition (n = 3) in this analysis, so this section just compares the Asian led
experimental condition with the Caucasian led control condition on all participants who
did not self-report having an Asian ethnicity. Additionally, analysis is broken down for
each time interval, T1 (scores immediately following the intervention), T2 (scores a week
from the day the intervention was received), and T3 (scores two weeks from the day the
intervention was received). As a note, differing Ns will appear throughout this analysis.
There are two reasons for this. The first reason is that the data was cleaned such that
scores were excluded from the analysis at each step if they were 2.5 standard deviations
above or below the mean at a given time interval. So, a participant who had an unusually
high score at T1 may have their score included in the analysis at T2 if their score had
moved into within 2.5 standard deviations of the mean. The other reason for differing Ns
at different time intervals is because some participants failed to complete one or more
of the follow-up surveys during the course of the study. If they had failed to complete a
survey at T2, they could still complete a survey at T3 and have their data included in the
analysis for T3. In this section, the explicit prejudice scores and issue importance are
examined. See Table 1 for an overview of the results by condition and time.
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Table 1. Study 2: Means and standard deviations on dependent variables for participants
across conditions and time intervals
Experimental Condition
T1
Prejudice

T2

Control Condition

T3

T1

T2

T3

77.1

81.0

83.0

87.1

85.5

85.0

11.3

7.9

8.2

16.7

12.3

13.8

36.5

40.5

40.4

43.8

42.8

42.0

9.1

4.3

3.2

9.4

6.5

7.5

40.7

40.5

42.6

43.3

42.7

43.0

9.3

8.4

8.4

9.3

6.4

8.1

Issue

17.7

15.5

14.4

13.1

13.3

14.2

Importance

4.6

3.8

3.8

3.5

1.5

4.0

Competence

Sociability
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At T1, participants (N = 8) who underwent the intervention (M = 36.50, SD = 9.12) saw a
trending significance towards having lower competence scores than participants (N = 18)
in the control condition (M = 43.78, SD = 9.40), t (26) = 1.87, p = 0.07, Cohen’s d = 0.79.
While no trend emerged for the sociability score, the total explicit prejudice scale was
also trending towards significance in the hypothesized direction with the experimental
condition (M = 77.13, SD = 11.31) reporting lower overall scores than the control
condition (M = 87.11, SD = 16.69), t (26) = 1.56, p = 0.13, Cohen’s d = 0.70.

Additionally, participants in the experimental condition (M = 17.63, SD = 4.57) rated the
treatment of Asian students at Purdue as being a more important issue than participants in
the control condition (M = 13.06, SD = 3.52), t (26) = 2.78, p = 0.01), Cohen’s d = 1.12.
This reaffirms our first hypothesis in that the intervention did appear to reduce prejudice
scores in the participants who received it as compared to participants who did not
undergo the intervention. Additionally, analysis was conducted to determine if there
were any significant differences between the experimental and control conditions with
respects to responses on prejudice items pertaining to Middle-Eastern and AfricanAmerican students at Purdue. As fewer measures were taken in Study 2 to obfuscate the
purpose of the study, demand characteristics may be more likely with participants
possibly being able to guess the purpose of the study and then give answers that are less
prejudiced in the experimental condition. There were no significant differences between
the experimental (M = 30.00, SD = 4.97) and control conditions (M = 30.35, SD = 4.70)
at T1 with respects to their attitudes towards African-American students at Purdue, t (29)
= 0.18, p = 0.86. Nor were there significant differences between the experimental (M =
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40.11, SD = 7.32) and control (M = 39.65, SD = 10.49) conditions at T1 with respects to
their attitudes towards Middle-Eastern students at Purdue, t (29) = 0.39, p = 0.70. This
lends some evidence that demand characteristics may be less likely to be the cause of our
obtained findings of why there were differences between the experimental and control
conditions with respects to attitudes towards Asian students on campus.

Following T1, these trends disappeared for everything except issue importance. At T2,
the issue was no longer significantly more important to the experimental condition (M =
15.50, SD = 3.78) participants (N = 8) than the control condition (M = 13.31, SD = 1.49)
participants (N = 13), but a trend was found, t (21) = 1.60, p = 0.13, Cohen’s d = 0.76. At
T3 there were still no significant differences between the experimental (N = 7) (M =
83.00, SD = 8.25) and control (N = 13) (M = 85.00, SD = 13.83) condition participants
with the total explicit prejudice scores having moved towards the place where we would
expect them to fall had participants never received the intervention. This leaves
Hypothesis 2 (the intervention will have a lasting effect) unsupported. This suggests that
the intervention lost its potency over time but additional analyses later in this paper will
show that the partners of the people who received the intervention may have contributed
to the lack of support for Hypothesis 2. Not finding significant differences between the
experimental condition and the control condition at T3 is what we had expected;
however, the direction of the convergence was in the opposite direction. As the
intervention appeared to create a difference between the experimental and control
condition participants at T1 and they appeared to have fully converged by the time T3

39
had occurred, the impetus to examine the influence variables and our remaining
hypotheses has been established.

3.2.2 Comparison of intervention participants and their partners
The previous analyses were exploratory to determine the effectiveness of the intervention
by comparing participants who received the intervention with participants who did not
receive the intervention with no consideration given to who the participants’ dyadic
partners were. But the next thing to do is to determine if there was a significant
difference between participants who received the intervention (intervention participants)
and participants who had a partner who received the intervention (partners) across T1-3.
In the previous analyses, the partners were pooled into the same category as participants
where both participants of the dyad received the control condition (controls).

The intervention trended towards reducing competence based prejudice in our
intervention participants (N = 11) (M = 38.45, SD = 8.85) as compared to the partners (N
= 8) (M = 43.88, SD = 10.52), t (26) = 1.25, p = 0.22, Cohen’s d = 0.56. The sample size
likely kept the p value so high here but the returned p value for competence based
prejudice is comparatively low in comparison to the sociability and total explicit
prejudice analyses and the trend is in the hypothesized direction. At T1, issue importance
was significant at the overall level F (2, 26) = 4.08, p = 0.03. A planned comparison
between the intervention participants (M = 17.27, SD = 4.27) and the partners (M =
13.38, SD = 3.38) was also significant, t (26) = 2.22, p = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 1.01. There
did appear to be an initial difference.

40
The task then turns towards determining if Hypothesis 3 is supported, that the partners of
the participants who underwent the intervention will have a reduction in prejudice scores
over time. At T2, the intervention participants (N = 11) (M = 42.91, SD = 7.25) had
moved to match their partners (N = 6) (M = 44.33, SD = 7.92) on the competence based
prejudice measure and this difference was no longer trending towards significance. The
significant result on issue importance was no longer significant at the overall level and
the difference between the intervention participants (M = 15.73, SD = 4.13) and the
partners (M = 13.5, SD = 1.87) is now only a trend, with the intervention participants
moving in the direction of the partners moreso than the other way around, t (14.77) =
1.53, p = 0.15. A conservative df was used for this t-test as our assumption of
homogeneity of variance had been violated, F (2, 21) = 4.05, p = 0.03.

At T3, total equilibrium had been reached, with no significant differences or trends
between intervention participants (N = 10) and the partners (N = 6) with respects to issue
importance or the explicit prejudice scores. Hypothesis 2 was not supported:
Intervention participants (M = 89.50, SD = 14.81) have scores that are in congruence with
the partners (M = 88.67, SD = 15.85) rather than in congruence with their T1 scores (M =
80.73, SD = 12.36), the intervention did not have a permanent effect. Additionally,
Hypothesis 3 was not supported either, there was no significant difference between the
partners (M = 88.67, SD = 15.85) and the control condition participants (N = 7) (M =
81.86, SD = 12.17) at T3. There were no partner effects of the intervention on the
partners of the individuals who received the intervention such that they ended up with
lower prejudice scores than control participants.
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3.2.3 Effect of influence related variables on change in explicit prejudice
The task then become to determine if the intervention’s lack of staying power was only
due to it not having a lasting effect or if there might have been influence attempts in the
opposite direction with the partners of the intervention participants becoming reactive to
the purpose of the study and trying to bring their partner back in line with where they
were prior to receiving the intervention. Were the partners systematically more central?
It is clear that they reported the issue as being less important to them at T1, but did they
perhaps engage in more influence related attempts over the two week period than the
intervention participants did?

To determine the extent to which a participant was successful at influencing their partner
vs. not successful at influencing their partner, a new variable was computed. This
variable examined the change in explicit prejudice scores overall from T1 to T3. If a
participant’s score moved in the direction of their partner’s score at T1, the returned score
would be positive and if a participant’s score moved in the opposite direction from their
partner’s score at T1, the returned score for this variable would be negative. The
magnitude of the score was determined by the extent of the change in the score from T1
to T3. So if a participant had a score of 90 at T1 and their partner had a score of 60 at T1
and then the participant’s score was 85 at T3, their partner would get an influence score
of 5 as their score would have moved 5 points in the direction of the partner’s score. If
the participant’s score climbed higher to 100, their partner would get an influence score
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of -10 as their T3 score would have moved 10 points away from their partner’s score at
T1.

An examination of centrality showed that this variable was incapable of accounting for
any of the variance in any of our previously existing dependent measures in addition to
the newly derived influence effectiveness score. The reason we may not have found an
effect of relative centrality on the influence effectiveness score may be the small sample
size but also the relatively small variance in this measure which was 0.01 (the maximum
possible difference between partners would be 1). So Hypothesis 4 which examined
relative centrality was found to be unsupported. As no trends were found for relative
centrality and influence effectiveness, subsequent analyses testing Hypotheses 5 and 6
were modified to examine their effect on influence effectiveness independent of relative
centrality.

Preliminary analysis of the influence related behavior showed that the partners either
engaged in significantly more influence related behavioral attempts than the intervention
participants or a trend existed. One area where there was a difference were indirect
influence attempts (mentioning that you had overheard someone saying things that would
convince your partner to conform to your view) with the partners (M = 3.5, SD = 1.76)
having a trend towards exhibiting more of these influence attempts than the intervention
participants (M = 2.20, SD = 0.92), t (20) = 1.90, p = 0.07, Cohen’s d = 0.93. Another
area where the partners (M = 3.83, SD = 1.47) engaged in more acts than the intervention
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participants (M = 2.50, SD = 1.35) was bringing the topic up with another strong trend
towards significance, t (20) = 1.92, p = 0.07, Cohen’s d = 0.94.

A regression analysis was run to determine if influence related behaviors would predict
the extent to which an partners was successful in influencing his/her partner to reject the
intervention. Indirect influence attempts as well as self-reported frequency of bringing
the topic up were added into a regression model with issue importance simultaneously as
our independent variables. The predicted variable was the influence effectiveness score.
The overall model trended towards significance with F (3, 3) = 5.78, p = 0.09. Bringing
the topic up accounted for the most of the variance in the overall model with a zero-order
correlation of 0.44 which equals 19% of the variance being accounted for in influence
effectiveness. The beta-weight for this variable was 14.38. Issue importance did not add
significantly to this model with a zero-order correlation of .41 which equals 17% of the
variance being accounted for in influence effectiveness. The beta-weight for this variable
was 1.16. Lastly, indirect influence attempts was significant but had a zero-order
correlation of -0.03 which equals 0.09% of the variance being accounted for in influence
effectiveness. The beta-weight on this variable was -10.53. Hypothesis 6 was tentatively
supported. Influence-related behavior may have led to changes in the partner’s prejudice
score over time. However, the intervention just washing out over time may also explain
part of this trend as well.

Exploratory analysis attempted to determine if issue importance at T1 alone and also in
conjunction with relative centrality predicted a greater likelihood of engaging in
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influence related attempts. No direct link was found between issue importance and being
more likely to engage in influence related attempts nor did it serve as a moderating
influence between centrality and influence effectiveness. So Hypothesis 5 which
examined the extent to which issue importance would lead to greater influence
effectiveness was unsupported with issue importance neither predicting a greater
likelihood of engaging in influence related attempts nor a greater effectiveness in
influence effectiveness overall.

3.2.4 A comparison of Asians and non-Asians on variables of interest
Two different areas were examined to explore our research question with respects to
Asian and non-Asian participant views about Asian students on campus: issue
importance and explicit prejudice. Asian participants (N = 26) did not appear to hold
significantly less prejudiced views towards Asian students on campus than non-Asian
participants (N = 29) when we looked at all participants across all conditions. At T1,
issue importance was the only variable where there were significant differences between
Asian (M = 18.5, SD = 3.83) and non-Asian (M = 14.66, SD = 4.29) participants, t (53) =
3.49, p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.94. This remained true at T2 as well with Asian students
(M = 19.37, SD = 4.36) finding the issue to be more important than non-Asian students
(M = 14.42, SD = 3.17), t (41) = 3.44, p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 1.30. Finally, at T3, a trend
emerged with Asian participants (M = 39.29, SD = 7.23) exhibiting less sociability based
prejudice than non-Asian participants (M = 44.88, SD = 9.52), t (36) = 1.90, p = 0.07,
Cohen’s d = 0.66. Issue importance remained the largest difference between these two
populations at T3 with Asian participants (M = 19.64, SD = 5.30) finding the issue more
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important than non-Asian participants (M = 14.00, SD = 4.18), t (36) = 3.64, p < 0.01,
Cohen’s d = 1.18. It appears that there may not be that much of a difference between
how others view Asians and how Asians view themselves. They very well may have
internalized the stereotypes that other ethnicities have about them but do feel that how
they are treated is more important than others view how they are treated.

3.3 Discussion
The intervention was found to reduce competence based prejudice again in this study so
our first hypothesis was found to be tentatively supported in a qualified sense in this run
of participants. However, the intervention did not appear to last over time nor were
partner effects of the intervention observed, so Hypotheses 2 and 3 were left unsupported.
There were no observed links between centrality and issue importance with respects to
influence effectiveness so our remaining hypotheses were also left largely unsupported
but this may largely be due to a small sample size leading to an underpowered analysis
rather than there being absolutely no effect of these variables on other variables. It is
unclear as to if the intervention lost its effectiveness on a temporal basis, if it lost its
effectiveness as a result of reactivity in the partners who did not receive the intervention,
or a combination of these two potential explanations. The possibility also exists that
there is also some other explanation that we are overlooking for the observed
phenomenon.
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CHAPTER 4. GENERAL DISCUSSION
The intervention was found to be effective at reducing competence based prejudice in our
participants as well as increasing the importance of how Asian students are being treated
on campus and this effect is large enough to be found even with a small sample size. As
such, this lends additional validation for perspective taking (Ensari, Christian, Kuriyama,
& Miller, 2012), blurring in-group/out-group boundaries (Woodcock & Monteith, 2012),
and positive social contact (Redman, Ashmore, & Gary, 2001) as viable prejudice
reducing intervention strategies. It is still unclear if the intervention is powerful enough
to have a lasting effect over time but it is clear that it did not last with our currently
derived sample which does contrast with previous empirical research that did find lasting
effects for a perspective taking task (Stephan & Finlay, 1999). We do know that the
effects we observed were not entirely just a temporary bump that occurred because they
were answering questions in the presence of an Asian experimenter as all participants
completed the relevant scales in the presence of a Caucasian experimenter in Study 1. It
was especially important that we took pains to ensure participants completed scales while
not in the presence of an out-group research assistant as studies have found that this can
lead to temporary reductions in prejudice (Lowery, Hardin, & Sinclair, 2001).

While it is also possible that demand characteristics may explicate some of our findings,
precautions were taken to reduce the likelihood of this occurrence. First, in Study 1,
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participants were led into a different room and answered the questions in the presence of
a different research assistant with a program that was designed very differently than the
one they interacted with for the first part of the experiment such that they believed they
were participating in a completely unrelated experiment. Additionally, there were no
significant differences in experimental condition and control condition participants with
respects to their attitude towards African-American and Middle-Eastern students on
campus for Study 2 where demand characteristics may have been more likely. If they
had correctly guessed that the study was about prejudice, it would make sense that they
would wish to appear less prejudiced on all measures instead of just the measures
pertaining to Asian students on campus. Additionally, participants returned back to
baseline levels of prejudice by the end of the study. While it is possible that they felt
more comfortable responding candidly while not in the lab room such that we observed
higher prejudice scores in the aftermath of T1, this would not explain why we did not
observe a similar effect of increased scores for the partners of the participants who
received the intervention nor for the control condition participants.

The primary theoretical contribution of understanding the link between centrality and
issue importance was unable to be made given the lack of any significant main effect
between centrality and influence effectiveness. Additionally, issue importance did not
explain the likelihood of engaging in influence related behavior nor influence
effectiveness. These findings may be entirely due to the small sample size leading to
underpowered analysis as well as the small amount of variance in our measure of relative
centrality. It is also entirely possible that the intervention only temporarily boosted the
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importance of the issue in our intervention participants as they reported the issue to be
about as important to them as the partners did by the time these scores were assessed at
T3.

Additionally, while there is evidence that the intervention may have lost effectiveness
over time and only had a temporary effect, there is also evidence that the partners of the
participants who received the intervention may have had a role to play in this observed
trend. These participants may have become reactive to the manipulation in the sense that
they felt their partners had been manipulated (Heppner, Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008).
It then makes sense that these participants would engage in more influence related
behavior to bring their partners back into line with how things were prior to them being
administered the intervention. Bringing the topic up not only was where there was the
largest difference between the intervention participants and the partners, but it also
appeared to account for a large portion of the variance with respects to influence
effectiveness, showing that influence related behavior may lead to greater influence
(Davis & Rusbult, 2001). If no relationship had been found between influence attempts
and influence effectiveness scores, there would be a much more compelling case for the
intervention simply losing its effectiveness over time independent of everything else.
That a relationship was found means that an additional condition should be added in
future permutations of data collection such that either both participants of the dyad
receive the intervention or some participants should be brought in and administered the
intervention in isolation to determine if it will last if there is not a reactive participant
trying to convince them to come back to baseline levels.
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There are three key limitations for this current study. The first and most obvious one is
the small sample size. Recruitment for the study was laborious and was subject to
diminishing returns for each unit of time and effort invested over time. That significance
and/or strong trends in the hypothesized direction were obtained speaks to the large effect
size of the independent variable. Additionally, the social network analysis form was not
as self-explanatory as would be hoped. While the vast majority of these forms were
completed without error, there were several instances where participants filled out the
incorrect column and these cases were excluded from the analysis. This form will be
redesigned for subsequent data-analysis to reduce the number of cases that need to be
thrown out.

The last limitation of this study is that Asian participants participated in most of these
sessions with our non-Asian participants. Procedural hurdles with the IRB stripped us of
our ability to exclude Asian participants from the study and they signed up for the study
in a disproportionate number such that Asian participants are over-represented in our
study in comparison to the general proportion of the population of Asian and non-Asian
participants on campus.

This very well may have reduced the validity of our positive social contact with an outgroup member manipulation in a couple of different ways. One, the validity of the
positive social contact with an out-group member in the experimental/intervention
conditions would have been reduced as participants had contact with out-group members
who were not the research assistant such that the error term for this measure would be
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increased. Some of these Asian participants could have served as additional positive
contact examples (i.e. enhanced the potency of this effect for some sessions) while others
could have been reducing this effect (i.e. negating the effect entirely) by causing
frustration if they were taking significantly longer to complete the study than everyone
else and causing people to have to wait around when they had already finished the study a
while ago. Additionally, these same concerns exist for the control condition participants
as in the best case scenario, if all of the Asian participants served as positive exemplars of
social contact to our non-Asian participants, the non-Asian participants in our control
conditions would in a sense be receiving one of the three parts of the intervention despite
this not being an effect we seek to enact for this class of participants. That we still
observed significant differences between our experimental and control condition
participants with respects to prejudice scores (but that significant differences were not
found between the Caucasian and Asian led conditions in Study 1) points to the
likelihood that the blurring in-group out-group boundaries and perspective taking
exercises were largely responsible for the observed effects.

The largest practical contribution is the introduction of a hybrid intervention that appears
to be effective in reducing competence based prejudice as well as overall levels of
explicit prejudice and issue importance. Additionally, another contribution to the
prejudice and influence related literature is a potential explanation for why interventions
typically have difficulty returning effects that last over time. The participants may have
close friends or romantic partners who help to undo any of the effects that a given
intervention may have that would last if it was administered in a sterile environment
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rather than one where there are so many areas where influence can be rendered that the
intervention has a hard time taking hold such that it can last.

REFERENCES

52

REFERENCES
Backstrom, M., & Bjorklund, F. (2007). Structural modeling of generalized prejudice:
The role of social dominance, authoritarianism, and empathy. Journal of
Individual Differences, 28(1), 10-17.
Balkundi, P., Kilduff, M., & Harrison, D. (2011). Centrality and charisma: comparing
how leader networks and attributions affect team performance. Journal of applied
psychology, 96(6), 1209-1222.
Bertrand, M., & Mullainathan, S. (2004). Are Emily and Greg more employable than
Lakisha and Jamal? A field experiment on labor market discrimination. The
American Economic Review, 94(4): 991-1013.
Brass, D. (1984). Being in the right place: A structural analysis of individual influence in
an organization. Administrative Science Quarterly, 29(4), 518-539.
Brendl, C. M., Markman, A. B., & Messner, C. ( 2001). How do indirect measures of
evaluation work? Evaluating the inference of prejudice in the Implicit Association
Test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 760– 773.
Christensen, A., & Heavey, C. (1990). Gender and social structure in the
demand/withdraw pattern of marital conflict. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59(1), 73-81.

53
Coromina, L., Guia, J., Coenders, G., & Ferligoj, A. (2008). Duocentered
networks. Social Networks, 30(1), 49-59.
Dasgupta, N., & Greenwald, A. G. ( 2001). On the malleability of automatic attitudes:
Combating automatic prejudice with images of admired and disliked individuals.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 800– 814.
Dasgupta, N., Rivera, L. (2008). When social context matters: The influence of longterm contact and short-term exposure to admired outgroup members on implicit
attitudes and behavioral intentions. Social Cognition, Vol 26(1), 112-123.
Davis, J., & Rusbult, C. (2001). Attitude alignment in close relationships. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 81(1), 65-84.
Devine, P. (2001). Implicit prejudice and stereotyping: how automatic are they?
Introduction to the special section. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
81(5), 757-759.
Ensari, N., Christian, J., Kuriyama, D., & Miller, N. (2012). The personalization model
revisited: An experimental investigation of the role of five personalization-based
strategies on prejudice reduction. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15(4),
503-522.
Friedkin, N. (1993). Structural bases of interpersonal influence in groups: A longitudinal
case study. American Sociological Review, 58(6), 861-872.

54
Gabarrot, F., Mugny, G. (2009). Being similar versus being equal: Intergroup similarity
moderates the influence of in-group norms on discrimination and prejudice.
British Journal of Social Psychology, Vol 48(2), 253-273.
Gulker, J., Monteith, M. (in press). Intergroup boundaries and attitudes: The power of a
single potent link.
Gutsell, J., & Inzlicht, M. (2010). Empathy constrained: Prejudice predicts reduced
mental simulation of actions during observation of outgroups. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 46(5), 841-845.
Hall, N. R., Crisp, R. J., & Suen, M. (2009). Reducing implicit prejudice by blurring
intergroup boundaries.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 31, 244–254. doi:
10.1080/01973530903058474 Inzlicht, M., Gutsell, J., & Legault, L. (2012).
Mimicry reduces racial prejudice. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
48(1), 361-365.
Heppner, P.P., Wampold, B.E., & Kivlighan, D.M. (2008). Research Design in
Counseling (3rd ed. ed.). Thomson. p. 331.
Ibarra, H., & Andrews, S. (1993). Power, social influence, and sense making: Effects of
network centrality and proximity on employee perceptions. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 38(2), 277-303.
Johnson, B. (1994). Effects of outcome-relevant involvement and prior information on
persuasion. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 30(6), 556-579.

55
Johnson, B. T., & Eagly, A. H. (1989). Effects of involvement on persuasion:
A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 290-314.
Johnson, B., & Eagly, A. (1990). Involvement and persuasion: types, traditions, and the
evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 107(3), 375-384.
Kameda, T., & Takezawa, M. (1997). Centrality in sociocognitive networks and social
influence: An illustration in a group decision-making context. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 73(2), 296-309.
Klein, K., Lim, B., Saltz, J., & Mayer, D. (2004). How do they get there? an examination
of the antecedents of centrality in team networks. Academy of Management
Journal, 47(6), 952-963.
Lansford, J., Costanzo, P., Grimes, C., Putallaz, M., Miller, S., & Malone, P. (2009).
Social network centrality and leadership status: Links with problem behaviors and
tests of gender differences. Merril-Palmer Quarterly, 55(1), 1-25.
Lee, S., Cotte, J., & Noseworthy, T. (2010). The role of network centrality in the flow of
consumer influence. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 20(1), 66-67.
Li, Y., Ma, S., Zhang, Y., & Huang, R. (2013). An improved mix framework for opinion
leader identification in online learning communities. Knowledge-Based Systems,
43, 43-51.
Lin, M. H.., Kwan, V., Cheung, A., & Fiske, S. (2005). Stereotype Content Model
Explains Prejudice for an Envied Outgroup: Scale of Anti-Asian American
Stereotypes. Pers Soc Psychol Bull, 31 (1), 34-47.

56
Lowery, B. S., Hardin, C. D., & Sinclair, S. ( 2001). Social influence effects on automatic
racial prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 842– 855.
Orina, M., Simpson, J., Ickes, W., Asada, K., & Fitzpatrick, S. (2008). Making it (inter)personal: self- and partner-moderated influence during marital conflict
discussions. Social Influence, 3(1), 34-66.
Page-Gould, E., Alegre, J., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Siy, J. (2010). Understanding the
impact of cross-group friendship on interactions with novel outgroup members.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(5), 775-793.
Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. (2008). With a little help from my
cross-group friend: reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts through cross-group
friendship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1080-1094.
Page-Gould, E., Mendes, W., & Major, B. (2010). Intergroup contact facilitates
physiological recovery following stressful intergroup interactions. Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 46, 854-858.
Paluck, E. L., & Shepherd, H. (2012, September 17). The Salience of Social Referents: A
Field Experiment on Collective Norms and Harassment Behavior in a School
Social Network.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Advance online publication. doi:
10.1037/a0030015
Pettigrew, T., & Tropp, L. (2008). How does intergroup contact reduce prejudice? metaanalytic tests of three mediators. European Journal of Social Psychology, 38(6),
922-934.

57
Petty, R., & Cacioppo, J. (1990). Involvement and persuasion: tradition versus
integration. Psychological Bulletin, 107(3), 367-374.
Pomerantz, E., Chaiken, S., & Tordesillas, R. (1995). Attitude strength and resistance
processes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(3), 408-419.
Rudman, L. A., Ashmore, R. D., & Gary, M. L. ( 2001). “Unlearning” automatic biases:
The malleability of implicit prejudice and stereotypes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 81, 856– 868.
Sagrestano, L., & Christensen, A. (1998). Social influence techniques during marital
conflict. Personal Relationships, 5(1), 75-89.
Shih, M., Stotzer, R., & Gutierrez, A. (2013). Perspective-taking and empathy:
Generalizing the reduction of group bias towards asian americans to general
outgroups. Asian American Journal of Psychology, 4(2), 79-83.
Shih, M., Wang, E., Trahan Bucher, A., & Stotzer, R. (2009). Perspective taking:
Reducing prejudice towards general outgroups and specific individuals. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12(5), 565-577.
Sparrowe, R., & Liden, R. (2005). Two routes to influence: Integrating leader-member
exchange and social network perspectives. Administrative Science Quarterly,
50(4), 505-535.
Stephan, W., & Finlay, K. (1999). The role of empaty in improving intergroup relations.
Journal of Social Issues, 55(4), 729-743.
Stolte, J. (1978). Power structure and personal competence. The Journal of Social
Psychology, 106(1), 83-92.

58
Venkataramani, V., & Tangirala, S. (2010). When and why do central employees speak
up? an examination of mediating and moderating variables. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 95(3), 582-591.
Vescio, T., Sechrist, G., & Paolucci, M. (2003). Perspective taking and prejudice
reduction: The mediational role of empathy arousal and situational attributions.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 33(4), 455-472.
Vorauer, J., & Sasaki, S. (2009). Helpful only in the abstract? Ironic effects of empathy
in intergroup interaction. Psychological Science, 20(2), 191-197.
Vorauer, J., & Sasaki, S. (2012). The pitfalls of empathy as a default intergroup
interaction strategy: Distinct effects of trying to empathize with a lower status
outgroup member who does versus does not express distress. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 48(2), 519-524.
Wasserman, S., & Faust, K. (1994). Social network analysis: Methods and applications.
New York: Cambridge University Press.
Woodcock, A., & Monteith, M. (2012). Forging links with the self to combat implicit
bias. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 1-17.
Zuwerink, J., & Devine, P. (1996). Attitude importance and resistance to persuasion: it's
not just the thought that counts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
70(5), 931-944.

APPENDICES

59
Appendix A Example vignettes generated by Purdue Asian Students (these were
obtained directly from Asian students on campus by researchers from the Group Decision
Making Lab)
1. On campus - Gender in East Asia History
As the class title stated, it is a course that talked about gender in East Asia history. I
thought people would be more careful about what they are going to say, but still many
opinions showed they have prejudice and discrimination toward Asians.
One time the professor asked us if the idea of “nationalism” was invented before or
during modern period. One female American student said “I think there is not so many
words like nationalism in Asian history.” I feel unhappy about what she just said. She is
not Asian, she does not know Asian languages, and apparently she does not know any
Asian history, and the topic was not even about her opinion toward Asians, how could
she say something so ignorant when there are Asian professor and students in the class?
Then professor asked another question “ In 20th century Asia, feminism and nationalism
joined forces in the construction of modern, strong nation, because both were the
ideology of?” And a male American student answered, “ Because Asian women are
submissive?” Sometimes, I think the prejudice and discrimination is because people tend
to generalize a group of people. Does he ever interact with many girls from different
Asian countries? How could he say things that he was not sure about? Also, why could
not he say because Asian women are “treated unequally” or “discriminated”? Maybe my
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English is not well enough so I misunderstood him or I am too sensitive, but the word
“submissive” offended me and I felt it is disrespectful to Asian women.
Moreover, when professor was talking about how the western missionaries helped
Chinese women in the past to realize their “freedom”, she asked student “What word
would you use to describe America/western countries?” I admitted that the question was
not phrased well, but when a male American student answered “Civilization,” I felt
offended. Once again, it was probably because my English ability caused
misunderstandings, but I felt he was implying that we Asian are/were not civilized. I just
don’t understand how can people not aware about what they just said, especially when
they are in an Asian class with Asian professor and students?
--2. On campus – Professor and Classmates’ discrimination
I was taking Chemistry class during summer and I was the only Asian at the classroom.
Professor was British guy as well. First, during two months, students never talked to me
and also ignored my questions. I had some questions about the contents and syllabus, so I
sent an email to both professor and TA. However, I had not get any reply from them.
Second, the class was lab based, therefore, each students needed to be assigned one’s
partner. There was odd number of students, so I expected to be part of group with three
members. But professor just let me alone. I needed to do all experiments and group
projects by myself and it were extremely tough. The worst thing I could tell happened
during final exam. NO ONE gave me information about date, time, place and materials of
final exam. Of course I mailed to professor and TA, but as you expect, it was ignored.
Luckily, I just figured out the date of exam and the place few days before exam. But still
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did not have an idea of exact time of the exam. You know what? I went to the classroom
and then just wail until other students showed up. I think I waited more than 4 hours. This
class was the worst class I’ve ever had in Purdue. I know some White people have
prejudice toward Asian. But, at least, college students who have common sense and
knowledge should not have to do like this. How could professor do that kind of
discrimination taking money, I mean tuition, from me? That summer, I just regretted
coming Purdue and, of course, USA. It seemed worthless to spend enormous amount of
money to study abroad. I considered telling this story to the Dean, but I did not, because
I knew they wouldn’t do anything for me.
--3. Outside of Campus- Customs’ Service
When I just arrived at LA airport and was at the customs. The officer took my passport
then asked me a question, but I was not paying attention so I said, “Excuse me?” Then he
got upset and asked “Are you deaf?” I said “No.” Then he said, “Then pay attention!”
After that he asked another question “What do you study?” I said “Communication.”
Then he harshly said “But you don’t seem to communicate well.”
I felt upset and angry about his attitude and opinion. I did not say anything because I did
not want to get myself into trouble and could not come to Purdue to study. I don’t know
if he treated me this way because I am Asian, or because he was tired, or just because I
was being stupid?
Then after I passed the officer that checked my passport, another officer saw me and
smiled at me said “Are you a dancer?” I said, “No, I am a student.” And he said, “Oh, but
your body is very good for dancing”
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I felt very uncomfortable and had a very bad impression about customs in America. I
thought part of their job is to provide appropriate service to people, and customs is a
place that gives visitors impression about the U.S. They are the representatives of the
America. If they treat most foreign people this way then no one would be friendly to
American people as well.
--4. On campus: At the bar
I like to go to bar on campus such as Brothers Bar & Grill, Jakes, Where else. I was
waiting the line in front of Brothers. One girl spilt some liquid on my white dress. I was
so mad but she laughed. That was all what she did. My friend told her to apologize.
Reluctantly, she said, “Sorry” and after that she said to her friend, “Why those Asians are
blocking my sight? Why don’t they just go to their country? Hahahahaha”. They might
not know that my friend and I heard it. After entering, we met those girls inside of the
restroom. We cannot suppress our anger because they teasing us again. We showed our
ID, which tells that we are US Citizens. We yelled them how they are immature and
childish. It became quite big fight and finally the manager kicked out them by reason of
racial discrimination, NOT us. Their behavior was absolutely disgraceful. That’s a
shame. Treating me that way only because of my skin color? What's the worst thing,
being an Asian? Or, having ridiculous mindset?
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Appendix B Measure of explicit prejudice modified from Lin and Kwan 2005
The Scale of Anti–Asian Stereotypes (SAAS)
Below are a number of statements with which you will agree or disagree. There are
absolutely no right or wrong answers. Use the specified scale to indicate the number that
best matches your response to each statement.
1

2

3

4

5

6

strongly disagree moderately disagree slightly disagree slightly agree moderately agree
strongly agree
© 1. Asian students on campus seem to be striving to become number one.
(S) 2. Asian students on campus commit less time to socializing than others do.
© 3. In order to get ahead of others, Asian students on campus can be overly competitive.
(S) 4. Asian students on campus do not usually like to be the center of attention at social
gatherings.
© 5. Most Asian students on campus have a mentality that stresses gain of economic
power.
© 6. Asian students on campus can sometimes be regarded as acting too smart.
(S)a 7. Asian students on campus put high priority on their social lives.
(S) 8. Asian students on campus do not interact with others smoothly in social situations.
©a 9. As a group, Asian students on campus are not constantly in pursuit of more power.
© 10. When it comes to education, Asian students on campus aim to achieve too much.
(S) 11. Asian students on campus tend to have less fun compared to other social groups.
© 12. A lot of Asian students on campus can be described as working all of the time.
(S) 13. The majority of Asian students on campus tend to be shy and quiet.
(S) 14. Asian students on campus are not very “street smart.”
(S)a 15. Asian students on campus know how to have fun and can be pretty relaxed.
(S) 16. Most Asian students on campus are not very vocal.
©a 17. Asian students on campus are a group not obsessed with competition.
(S)a 18. Asian students on campus spend a lot of time at social gatherings.
© 19. Oftentimes, Asian students on campus think they are smarter than everyone else is.
© 20. Asian students on campus enjoy a disproportionate amount of economic success.
(S) 21. Asian students on campus are not as social as other groups of people.
© 22. Asian students on campus are motivated to obtain too much power in our society.
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(S)a 23. Most Asian students on campus function well in social situations.
© 24. Many Asian students on campus s always seem to compare their own achievements
to other people’s.
(S) 25. Asian students on campus rarely initiate social events or gatherings.
NOTE: S = sociability item, C = competence item. Scoring instructions are as follows:
Sociability and competence scores on the Scale of Anti–Asian Stereotypes can be
calculated separately by adding up the score for all items on the relevant subscale after
reverse-scoring the items listed
below. The sociability and competence subscales also can be combined to form a total
anti–Asian prejudice score. Reverse-scored items (0 =
5, 1 = 4, 2 = 3, 3 = 2, 4 = 1, 5 = 0): 7, 9, 15, 17, 18, 23. Sociability score = total of all the
sociability items: 2, 4, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21, 23, 25. Competence score = total of
all the competence
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Appendix C

Social Network Analysis prompt

Participant #:

Participant #:

Indicate
frequency
with which
you
communicate
with this
friend

Nominate your
closest friends
(up to 10)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Indicate frequency
with which you
communicate with
your partner’s friend.
0 = Do not know
person
1 = Less than once a
month
2 = At least once a
month
3 = At least once a
week
4 = At least once a day

At least once
a day

At least once
a week

At least once
a month

Less than once
a month.

At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day
At least once
a day

At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week
At least once
a week

At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month
At least once
a month

Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.
Less than once
a month.

